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Before JOLLY, DAVIS, and ONEN, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

In this !consolidated appeal, appellant Veith challenges the
district court's order enforcing an | RS summbns agai nst him

Vei th made no showing in the district court that would tend to
justify his argunent that the summons should not be enforced. He
asserted totally frivolous, irrelevant argunents.

Inthis court, Veith repeats the sane frivol ous argunents. He
argues for exanple that the district court has no authority to
enforce an I RS summons. Contrary to his adm ssion he argues that
he is not a citizen and therefore not a taxpayer.

Because the appeal is frivolous we dism ss the appeal.

The Comm ssioner has noved for sanctions of $6, 000 under Rul e
38 F.R A P. for pursuing this frivol ous appeal. W grant the

notion for sanctions of $6,000 for pursuing a frivol ous appeal

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determined that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.

Veith filed two notices of appeals, resulting in tw pending
appeals in this court, which we consolidated. On Decenber 29
2004, the district court denied Veith's petition for injunction and
to quash I RS sutmmons and granted the governnent’ s notion to enforce
summmons. On January 5, 2005, Veith filed a notion for
reconsi derati on. On January 12, Veith filed a notice of appea
fromthe Decenber 29, 2004 order (05-50153) before the court rul ed
on his notion for reconsideration. Under Fed. R App. P
4(a)(4)(B) (i), this appeal remained dormant until the notion for
reconsi deration was deci ded on June 22, 2005. On July 14, 2005,
after the court denied his notion for reconsideration, Veith filed
a second notice of appeal (05-41052).
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pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 8§ 7482(c)(4), 28 U S.C. 8§ 1912, and Rule 38

of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure. See Trowbridge V.

Commi ssioner, 378 F.3d 432(5th GCr. 2004) and Parker V.

Conmmi ssi oner, 117 F.3d 785, 787(5th G rc. 1997)(approving the

practice of inposing a lunp sumsanction in lieu of costs because
it "saves the governnent the additional cost of calculating its
expenses, and also saves the court the tinme and expense of
review ng the subm ssion of costs").

Appeal DI SM SSED. Sanctions i nposed.



